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The overall aspect of the Proposed Plan is OK. However, there are a 
few additions and changes which should be incorporated. 

1. Under Ecological Risk the soil poses no risk to plants or animals. 
However, the tar pit poses a physical hazard for both humans and 

animals. This should be incorporated into both Eco. and HH Risk. 

2. It should indicate that Alternatives 2, 3, and 4 will all have 
land restriction institutional controls (e.g., no digging or 
reworking of existing cover, etc.), and groundwater monitoring will 

be required for each. 

3. Alternative 2 and 3 should say natural attenuation rather then 
processes. Also, it should indicate this is to meet 
groundwater cleanup goals. 

4. Under Compliance with ARARs, Alt. 2 and 3 will mett ARARs through 
institutional controls. Alternative 4 meets ARAR 
"groundwater" ARARs by GW treatment. 


